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Definitions:

G random variable of true genetic liability of the probands
L random variable of true total liability of the probands
A random variable of estimated genetic liability. Estimated from phenotypes in
PA=FGRS relatives.
; random variable of estimated genetic liability. Estimated from genotypes.
PGS
h2 heritability on the liability scale.
1
Kpop prevalence of the disease in the population
t liability threshold
g vector of of true genetic liabilities of the probands
L an (m x n) matrix with the liabilities of the n relatives of each of the m probands
D an (m xn) matrix with the disease status of the n relatives of each of the m
probands
(ie.d =1,1. >¢t;0,l <t)
ij i i
R an (m x m) genetic relatedness matrix.
P an (n — 1xn — 1) phenotypic covariance matrix of the relatives.
P, = Cov(di,dj){p, i #j;K(1 —K),i =j
C an (n — 1) vector denoting the covariance between the genetic value of the

proband and the liability of each of n — 1 relatives (i.e. c = Cov(g, Li) )




S.1 A note on liability transformations of variance explained

In order to model expectations and compare magnitudes across instruments and studies,
genetic effects must be estimated accurately and on an objective scale. In human genetics, this
means reporting effects on the liability scale®”*, typically by mathematical transformations of effects
estimated on other scales (e.g., from linear or logistic regression)®®. These common transformations
are based on assumptions of one-stage case-control sampling (i.e., complete ascertainment) and
well-behaved (e.g., Gaussian, exogenous error) genetic instruments like PGS, but have not been
shown to be valid under two-stage case-control sampling typical in molecular genetics studies (e.g.,
sampling unrelated cases; akin to observing relatives conditional on their relationship to an affected
proband as common in twin register studies®”) and less well-behaved (i.e., non-Gaussian,
endogenous error) genetic instruments (e.g., FH, PA-FGRS). In Supplementary Figure S1, we
observed qualitatively different estimates of variance explained by our instruments, depending on
transformation. In our simulations (described in detail below) we observe that proposed
transformations of variance explained by a linear model (observed scale) to the liability scale are
biased for FH and PA-FGRS, but not for PGS (Supplementary Figures 2A-C; Supplementary Table S3).
This resulted in overestimating the variance explained by more than 500% in some scenarios and
produced bias in all scenarios where the trait prevalence was less than 50% (Supplementary Figures
2A-C; Supplementary Table S3). Directly estimating variance explained on the liability scale using a
weighted probit regression as described by Lee et al*® reduced this bias under population sampling
(Supplementary Figures 2D; Supplementary Table S3) and complete case-control sampling
(Supplementary Figures 2E; Supplementary Table S3), but introduced a downward bias of nearly 40%
when unrelated case-control sampling was applied (Supplementary Figures 2F; Supplementary Table
S3). A weighted probit regression with two-stage sampling weights to account for this second
selection, namely, removing all but one member of a relative cluster, produces the most reliable
estimates of variance explained on the liability scale, but could not eliminate completely small
downward bias (5-15%) for rarer traits (Supplementary Figures 2G-l; Supplementary Table S3).
Estimating objective, liability scale variance components when sampling is complex (i.e., multi-stage)
and instruments are not well-behaved (e.g., FH, PA-FGRS, or other liability scores) is difficult and

direct approaches incorporating appropriate sampling weights producing the most reliable estimates.

Lee et al.' proposed several ways to estimate liability variance explained (Rl) including a

. . . N . 2 I 2.
transformation of the variance explained in a linear regression Robs onto the liability scale, Rl , given

cc

the population prevalence of the trait and case sampling proportion. Briefly, Dempster and Lerner*

showed that for population studies, where the proportion of cases, w, corresponds to the
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prevalence, K, Rl2 can be estimated as Rl2 = Ribsﬂ(;(_—)fL, where ¢(t) is the density of the standard
t

normal distribution af the threshold, t. Lee et al.! proposed an extension for case control studies (

w > K), such that:

2 R ¢

R =—l Eqg. S1
L, 1+R 6C (Ea. S1)

cc

_ KQA-K) K(1-K) _ _dOW=K) (dOW=K)
where C = o wam) and 6 = K(—K) ( KK t)

Alternatively, they proposed that Rl2 can be estimated using a weighted probit model with the

K(1-w)
w(1-K)

weights for cases and 1 for controls. To see this, let S denote an indicator variable of being in

the case control set, Y denote the case status, w is the proportion of cases in the study, and K the

prevalence in the population.

By Bayes theorem we have:

P(Y=0[S=1)P(5=1) (1-w)P(S=1)

P(S =1y =0) = P(Y=0) = 1-K

and similarly,
P(Y=1|S=1)P(S=1 P(s=1
P(S = 1|y = 1) = ZE= 6= — i)

Thus the ratio between P(S = 1|Y = 1) and P(S§ = 1|Y = 0) is:

P(S=1Y=1) _ w(1-K)
P(S=1|Y=0) ~— K(1-w)

rearranging gives us:

P(S = 1Y = 1) =%P(5 = 1|Y = 0) (Eq. S2)
Lee et al.! used simulated data to show this was robust when the predictor was a Polygenic Score
(PGS), however, the equations were not validated for phenotype-based genetic instruments such as
family history indicators (FH) or family genetic risk scores (FGRS), which can have very different

distributional properties.
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In Supplementary Figure S1, we show how the choice of model and scale-transformation impacts on
our real results such that the estimated and transformed variance in liability are not consistent across
models, particularly for the FH and PA-FGRS estimates. This is critical because, e.g., the
transformation of the Pearson correlation used by Hujoel et al.2 and Lee et al' can provide

o®°
K(1-K)

nonsensical values (R12 > 1) if applied when Ribs >

An additional issue that can arise then estimating Rz is if relatives have been excluded from a case
control study. To see this, we can can introduce a second selection S2 which forms a subset of S (i.e.
P(SZi = 0|SL, = 0)). If S2 is independent of both outcome and predictors, it can be ignored, but in

other cases, including the case of ‘relative pruning’ to obtain a case control study of unrelated
individuals, it may impact on our estimate of variance explained. For this we introduce a second set

of weights. Let Zi = 1 denote that the jth individual has a relative in S, and that only one relative per

family is included in Sz' the the conditional probability of being sampled in 52 if sampledin S is:

P(SZ,i = 1|Si = 1'Zi = 1) = = ”(s Z=1)
22, :
and
P(SZi = 1|Si =1, Zl, =0)=1 (Eq.S3)

thus our two stage weights are the inverse of product of the case control probabilities (Eq S2), and

the relatedness probabilities (Eq.S3):

1 if Y =0andZ.=0
K(1-w) )
—_— ifY.=land Z. =0
w(1l-=K) ' !
W2stage,i: 'u(SZIZZ 1) if Yi=0 and Zi= 1
K(1—-w)

if Yl.:l anle,:l

I-K :
WH=K) k(5120 (Eq.54)

To investigate the properties of the two transformation approaches suggested by Lee et al* and our

two-stage weighting, when estimating Rl2 for PA-FGRS, FH and PGS, we performed a simulation
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experiment. First, we simulated a simplified population consisting of 500,000 families each with

three children and two parents. For each family, the liabilities were drawn from a multivariate normal

distribution, MVN([0,0,0,0,0]',%,), where

T h?  0.5h% 0.5h2 0.5h% 0.5h%7
0.5h% h% 0.5h% 0.5h% 0.5h7
2g= 0.5h% 0.5h% h? 0.5h% 0.5h2
0.5h% 0.5h% 0.5h% h? 0
| 0.57% 0.5h% 0.5h> 0 h?

We defined cases if Ll,= Gl, te >t and controls otherwise, where t = CD_l(l — K). We

investigated three different scenarios: (1) an unrelated population sample where we
randomly selected one child from each family (e.g. 5K cases and 495K controls if K=0.01), (2)
a complete case-control sample where we sampled all the cases and the same number of
controls (e.g. 15K cases and 15K controls for K=0.01), or (3) an unrelated case control sample
where only one child was retained from each family (e.g. ~14K cases and ~15K controls for
K=0.01). We computed FH variables and PA-FGRS (see Online Methods and below) from the

case status of the four relatives and we generated PGS-like predictor generated as the sum

of the true genetic value noise sampled from MVN(][0, 0, 0, 0, O]T, Ze) where:

1 0.50.50.50.5]
0.5 1 0.50.50.5
2=l0505 1 0.50.5
050505 1 0
(050505 0 1

A

2 2 2
We then compared the true Rl to the estimated and transformed Rl using the transformations ( Rl

cc

2 . . . 2
and Rl ) mentioned by Lee et al."' , and our proposed two-stage weighted extension R

probit probit,2stage

This was repeated for four classes of traits and 10 times for each set of parameters. The mean and
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standard error of the estimates are reported in Supplementary Figure S2 and Supplementary Table

S4.

S.2  Defining accuracy, reliability, and performance

We use the term accuracy to refer the correlation between an estimated genetic value, G, and the

true genetic value, G, and reliability to refer to the square of the accuracy.

accuracy = corr(GA, G)

A 2
reliability = corr(G,G)

We define the performance to be the liability variance explained, Rl, or the squared correlation

between the total liability, L, and the estimated genetic value which we can write as :

2 2 A 2

A2 A 2
2 _ “ _ _Cov(Gl) _cov(GG) _ A _ 2
Rz corr(G, L) Var(é)Var(L) Var(é) corr(G, G) Var(G) corr(G, G) hl

2

This reminds us that the liability scale heritability, hl, and the reliability of our genetic value estimate
2

will, under an additive polygenic liability model, describe the asymptote for Rl, which will be equal

2 , A " L2 2 . . .
to hlwhen there is no error in G (i.e., G = G). While Rl = hz can be obtained for monogenic traits

A

and from phenotype information on an identical twins for perfectly heritable phenotypes, hlzis only a

theoretical limit of the maximal achievable value of Rl and, as we show, is typically unachievable in

practice. In this paper we do not consider the performance of binary classifiers based on the PGS or
FGRS (such as sensitivity, specificity, or AUC), but note that these are expected to improve

monotonically with accuracy’.

S.3 The accuracy of PA-FGRS

The expected accuracy of PA-FGRS has not previously been described. However, estimated breeding
values (EBV)® for quantitative traits, i.e., linear combinations of phenotypes of proband relatives, are
well studied in animal breeding and can be thought of as achieving the same goal as PA-FGRS in the

hypothetical scenario where latent liability was directly observable. We can find guidance by
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considering (yij - uij) as the residual phenotypic value of the jth relative of individual i after

subtraction of fixed effects (uij) and define a simple EBV as the weighted sum,

A

Gi,EBV = bl,EBV(yil —H)t ot bn,EBV(yin —H,)

n

Where bjEBV are the weights of the measurement on the jth relative, defined as
bEBV = Cov(y1,~~~,yn)_1Cov([y1, yn],yi). For simplicity, we can consider the expected

accuracy of Gl,E when all relatives are equally related to the index person and to each other, e.g.,

BV

when considering a large sibship (See Hazel 1941°, equation 16) the expected accuracy of this GEBV:

" nrelrpr
corr(GEBV, G) = -_— (Eq. S5)

For PA-FGRS, which is a non-linear combination of binary traits observed in relatives, we

need a new equation, and what we are looking for is an estimate of:

A

COV(G

A

Cov(C:‘
corr(G

PA—FGRS'G) PA—FGRS'G) (Eq 56)

PA—FGRS’ ) - ; - ; :
\/var(GPA—FGRS)var(G) \/V(ar(GPA‘FGRS)h’

Under the simple polygenic liability threshold model, we have a vector of of true genetic liabilities of
the probands, g, an (m xn) matrix L with the liabilities of the n relatives of each of the m probands
and a corresponding (m xn) matrix D with the disease status of the relatives (i.e.

dij =1, ll,j > t; 0, ll,j < t ). The covariance among the liabilities of the relatives is given by

Cov(L p Lj) = {rijhlz, i #j; 1,1 =j,where T is the relatedness coefficient for ith and the j

the relative and h° = Var(G), and the covariance between the liabilities of the relatives and the
genetic liability of the proband is given by COV(Ll., g = rpihlz; i # p, where rpl, is relatedness

coefficient for ith relative and the proband (p).

We could propose a simple linear predictor of g from the observed diseases in relatives.

A

That could be G, =Db , where b =P_1c, in which P_= Cov(D,D) and
linear ij i
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2
c = Cov(Gp, Di) = hz rpicl)(t) . When, as following the intuition in equation Eq. S5, all relatives are
equally related to the index person, and equally related to each other, (i.e. b is constant) then we can
define a random variable D = %D 1’ , where 1 is the unit 1-vector of size n, such that D isa

vector with corresponds to the mean status of n relatives. We can take the correlation between the

mean of disease statuses in the relatives (D_) and G as one potential (simplified) estimator for the

accuracy of PA-FGRS.

A A _ Cov|{D .G
corr(GPA_FGRS, G) = corr(Glinear, G) = corr(D ,G) = —— (Eq. S7)
Var(D )hz
We note that this is an approximation since corr(G D ) < 1 whenn_>1. For a detailed
PA—FGRS rel

discussion of this difference see Supplementary Note S10 below.

Treating G and D as random variables and L and D as vectors of random variables we can
estimate the expected accuracy, corr(D_ , G), using that in ith relative :the covariance between the

random variables of disease status Di and liability Li is:
Cov(L,D)= E(LD) — E(L)E(D) = E(DL) = KE(L|L,> t) = ¢(t)

Then by the additive law of covariance we have

n n
Cov(ﬁ, G) = Cov|G, %Zl D.|= %Zl Cov(G, Dz) =
rel =1 rel j=1
nrel
tzl Cov(G,L)Cov(L, D) = K7 o(®)

Then

n
rel

Var(D_) = Var %Z (Di)

rel j—=1

- n+(nrelK(1 B K) + nrel(nrel - 1)p K(l B K))

rel

1+(n‘re_1)p
= TK(l - K
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where p denotes the Pearson correlation of the disease status of the relatives.

Inserting these into £q.57 we have:

— nrelrlzﬂ'(p(t)z
corr(Dr, G) = (1+(n,,~1)p)K(1-K)

p can be estimated by a first order approximation (see Golan et al® as the expected intraclass

correlation Pl of disease status among relatives as:

o()'r b,
P =P = Tk

Plugging this in provides a ‘first order’ estimator of the expected accuracy for a PA-FGRS computed

from equally related relatives as,

n 0 (t)z 2

) n r
~ rel | pr — rel pr
COI’I’(DV, G) ~ o), 1 - K(1-K) +(n —l)r (Eq. S8)
1+(nrel_1) K(1-K) K(l_K) (p(t)zhlz rel rr

A better approximation can be obtained plugging in a second order Taylor approximation for p, as

described by Golan et al®:

o®)r 1 Cot)’h'r?

rrol L rr

P =Py~ TKa-K) 2K(1-K)

Rearranging this gives us:

o@r b (T ke
Pod™ ka0 |1 T2

Providing a ‘second order’ estimator of the expected accuracy for a PA-FGRS computed from equally

related relatives,
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n hr’ cp(t)2 n 7
0) ~ rel | pr — rel pr
COI‘I‘(Dr, G) ~ Lp(t)zr e r R - K(1-K) r (Eq‘ 59)
ol ol - rr i
(1+(nrel—1)m(1ﬁ))1<(1—x) o +(nrel—1)rﬂ(1+ . )

Where, n, is the number of relatives, r, is the relatedness between the index individual and the

. . . . . . 2
relatives, r,, is the fixed relatedness among relatives, K the population prevalence of the disease, hl

the heritability, t, the liability threshold, and ¢(t) the density of the standard normal distribution at

the threshold. In simulations this second order estimator adequately approximates expected
accuracy (Supplementary Figure S14). However, in the case of ro= 0.5, h2 > 0.75, K =0.01,

the approximation becomes inaccurate indicating that the equation will not hold for highly heritable,
rare phenotypes with many related individuals in the pedigree which can also be seen from the

accuracy of the approximation p = Pyod (Supplementary Figure S13).

An exact estimator for p can be obtained by taking the double integral of the bivariate normal

distribution.
7?(1)2( X, rrrhl2 )dxdy — K
P= pexact= K(1-K)
where ff(PZ(X, v, rrrhz) dx dy is the pdf for the bivariate standard normal distribution with
tt

. 2
correlationr h'.
rr

Inserting this gives us,

A T t,o(t)2
G ., G) = e (Eqg. S10)
linear 2 2
KA-K)+(n_~1)[ [[o,(xy,7 h)dxdy—K

ol

COII'(

Eqg. S10 suggests several intuitions about the expected accuracy of PA-FGRS.

First, if based on single relative, e.g., a family history indicator, the expected accuracy reduces to,
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A

corr(G

r cp(t)\/_

Linear—1rel’ G) - VK(1-K)

Second, if the relatives are not related to each other, the reliability (squared accuracy) increases

linearly with the number of relatives (i.e. two parents explain twice the variance of one parent).

lcp(
K(1-K)

Third, the same accuracy is achieved by one parent (0.5 ) and four unrelated (p = 0)

2 2

¢(t)
m) illustrating that the higher relatedness (of a parent) outweighs the

grandparents (0. 25(
higher number of individuals (grandparents). Fourth, the accuracy will increase with increasing hl2

o [ 9@ )
K(1-K) \_ K(1-K)

and prevalence up to 0.5 where ) is maximized.

S.4 The asymptotic accuracy of ¢ linear from one class of relatives

For certain types of relatives, i.e., those where there is no constraint on the number an index

individual can have (where r_> 0 ), such as when estimating liabilities only from siblings (

T Ty = 0.5), only from cousins (rpr= ro= 0.125), or only from off-spring (rpr= ro= 0.50r

rpr= 0.5, ro= 0.25), we can get a theoretical upper limit of accuracy by:

1+(nrel_ 1)p
n

lim Var(D) = lim K(1 - K)
nrel e nrel o e
= lim (—+ i 1)e ——=—)K(1 — K)
n —)OO rel rel
n_—1)p
= lim ul((l - K
nrel_)oo nrel
= pK(1 - K)
_ hr @)
lim corr(D, G) ~ lim .
nrel_> *® nrel = - nml_l ’ K(I_K)hlz
hlzr r(p(t)

~Jp K(A-K)h]
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2 2 2
hlr pqu(t)

p K(1-K)

Wl (p(t)z
= [/~ (Eq. S11)
ffcpz(x,y, rwhlz)dxdy—l{2

replacing the integral with the second order Taylor approximation (p = P, gives us a closed form

nd)

approximation:

2
- hz rprcp(t)
QR RN

\/ o |15 |y K(A=K)

T 1
=t (Eq. S12)

r r Bt
rr 1+ ol

Supplementary Figure S16 show that Eq.S8 provides reasonable estimates of the asymptotic accuracy

of a linear predictor Corr(ﬁ, G). Demonstrating that the further the prevalence is from 0.5 and the

higher the heritability, the more will the asymptotic accuracy at an infinite number of relatives be

-
lower than —=, which is the maximum accuracy that can be achieved by a non-linear predictor (see

T
Ll

section S.10).

S.5 Accuracy in an arbitrarily structured pedigree

As in £q.S6 above, we are looking for is an estimate of

A

corr(G COV(GFGRS,G) Cov(GFGRS,G)

G = =
FGRS’ \/ X \/ W
Var(GFGRS)Var(G) Var(GFGRS) .

But one that does not rely on the simplifying assumption of one relative class. If do, however, again

consider the linear predictor of g defined as Glinear = Db, whereb = P_lc, in which

= Cov(di, dj) = pin(l - K)

i#j

P, = Var®@) = KPop(l B KPop)

2
¢ =Cov(G,D) = ED)EG |D = 1) =h/7 o).
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and where p can be estimated as described in section S.3 (p = pexact). Then we can write,

linear’

COV(G ’ G)=c'b=c' P ¢

N
We can also get the variance of G as,
linear

nrel nrel nrel nrel
" 2 ,
Var(Glinear) = Var El(bij) = El(bjpjj) +j§1kz=]1(bjbkpij; j#k)

Which can be equivalently written in matrix notation,

. ] _ -1 ] -1 I | -1
Var(Glmear)= b'’Pb=({P )PP ¢c)=cP c

Plugging this back into equation Eq.S7, gives

¢ P lc cP ¢

—  (Eq.59)

A
corr(G_ ,G): —_—
linear ,c' P le /hlz hl

where ¢ is a column vector of covariances between the phenotype of the relatives and the genetic
value of the index individual, and P is the phenotypic covariance matrix of the relatives. Since Eq. 513
involves the inverse of P, it is harder to get an intuitive sense of this expression than Eq. S9, but this

can be used to estimate the expected accuracy in more complex pedigrees.

S.6  Accuracy of linear predictor under censoring

If the phenotype status for the relatives is not the true disease status D, but the observed disease

status Y (as defined in Online Methods). This changes ¢ to ¢ where

Zi = Cov(G,Y) = E(Y)E(D|Y, = DE(GID, = 1) + (1 — E(Y))E(D |V, = 0)E(G|D, = 0) =
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= E(Y)E(GID, = 1) = —

then we can define,

~ ~—le
Gl=c'P ¢

A
. )
linear—censored )

COV(G

Where P is (n,, by n,,) covariance matrix of the observed phenotypes in the relatives such that,

Kin
~ Cov(D,D) ——= i#]
pi]:Cov(Yl.,Yj) = pop
K(1-K,) i =j

S.7 The expected accuracy of PGS

2
The accuracy of a PGS, has previously been shown to be a function of the hSNP and the statistical
power of the discovery study . Given a discovery study Ncase cases and thrl controls and M

independent predictors (genotypes):

_2
A 2 Awhf(iq—i)
corr(GPGS, G) = — = (Eq. S14)
?\whl (lq—l) +(1-w) varGe )
N +N N — _ Var*(x,)
. . _ case ctrl — case . (P(t) P (P(t) _ _ (P(t) j .
in which A = 7 , W= NN lq =—l=w= 1-w) K VarGr) is the

ratio of the expected variance of a genotype in the ascertained sample to that in a population

sample.

2

Var*(xj) = Var(x)) - %Z(Z— HVar(x )
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2

Dudbrigde et al.® ignored this difference, as for polygenic traits 71 can be assumed to be very close

2. ¢
to 0. Note that the derivations in Daewtyler ” suggest var * (xj) = var(xj) - hl i(i — t)var(xj )

omitting the factor M and thereby implying the contribution of ascertainment would have a
non-negligible effect on the genetic variance, but we believe this to be an error.

This expectation can be written equivalently, as shown in Wu et al °, by defining,

2
— _ e
Nq - (Ncase t thrl)w(1 W)( K*(l—K))

which gives,
N 2 hlzN
corr|G.__ ,G| = 4 Eqg.15
( PGS ) N 0 (Eq-15)
q

S.8 The expected accuracy of shrinkage PGS

Eq. S14 and Eq. 515 work under the assumption that PGS includes all markers (i.e. no p-value
thresholding). Recently PGS methods that apply a bayesian shrinkage to the effect size estimates

have been shown to be more efficient. If the true effect sizes have a pointnormal distribution:

2

B~ (- pINQ 0) + pN(O, —22)

N A M
Typically B, will be estimated on the observed scale such that® B, ~ (Bi +3 riij)% + €
J

where Var(e) zﬂlN_—WL This gives gives us the well know relationship between the

2

SNP-heritability and observed scale™® (h2 ) and the liability scale (h

):

o,SNP LSNP
2 _ w(l-w _ w(l-w _ w(l-w 2
R = MVar( #L) 1—w) =—2% __yyar@p)=—21w
0,SNP Pra=00@ )/ = W) = G ey )= ey Mswe

. s 2 . L -
Since the SNP-heritability h is on the liability scale, we transform [ to

LSNP

w(l-w) w(l-w)

A A M
Bz = pXIKe® _ (Bi + Y rijﬁj) + eXAROW 1 transformation changes the residual variance
j

to:
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Var(e ww)

Under this model B can be shrunk™ to (8.

When deriving the expected squared accuracy of 3.

Var(G

and

A
<
however, var(GPGS—shrinkage) — LSNP

Thus

corr(

A

G
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KOK)o@ ) - wilw) (K(l—K)cp(t)
N w(1l-w)

shrinkage

21 ka=Ke®)’ _ 1
- N w(1-w) - N,

— AR 1 _
_E(leﬁj_,) = Bj_lpj | where:

LSNP

- A 2
p,= P #0IB,N, Mph)=

A
PGS—shrinkage) =C OV(G

A

_ (Var(é

G
PGS—shrinkage’ )

1 B
£ exp - #
7 :
Msnp 4L l;jgp +NL
Mp Nq
2
» [3! 1-p A 2
exp P + exp)1—N B
hIZSNP 1 LSNP 1*1 % ¢ it
T ) N
we have:
shrinkage
A
Var(G
PGS—shrinkage)) _ ( PGS—shrinkage)

- 2

2
corr(G "
( PGS—shrinkage’ ) h°  Var(G

LSNP

) h
PGS—shrinkage LSNP

2
+ Nland can be estimated by:

A M A A M A
Var(GPGS—shrinkage) - Var(};l ijjShrinkage ) - Var(Bshrinkage )jg:l Var(xj) - (B
2
G =M |x—1—P@ £0|xN,Mpk. )| P(xIN,Mp k. )dx
PGS—shrinkage’ hIZSNP 1412 j e D LSNP q P LSNP
" - hl,SNPNq
2
M 1 < 2 2 2 2
= | _fm x P(B}, # 0|x, Nq, M,p ) P(x |Nq, M,p,h,, )dx

LSNP B,

shrinkage

M
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2 (e
h
LSNP 1 2 2 2
=" : [ xPB.#0|x,N,M,ph _ )P(x|B. # O,N ,Mph’_)dx
h . +-E Mowe |, 1 J q LSNP bi q LSNP
LSNP Nq M +T —00
P q
p 1 ¥
ex, 3
2 © Biswe , 1 177 =
hl,SNP 1 2 A M Ny 1 1 £
=7 z [ x exp\— 5, dx.
h, SNP+N—V Piswe ) 2 7 . Mo | 1
, _ e | 1
‘ Mp TN, ) expl 1 x +LL6xp{_%qu2} o +Nq Mp N,
7
tswe 1 eyl ] A
Wy W q
(Eq.S16)

which can be evaluated with numerical integration techniques. Note that if p = 1, this reduces to

2
LSNP

2
PGS—shrinkage’ G) = B M
LSNP N,

A

corr(G which is identical to Eq. S15. As in Eg. S15, we can substitute

if the outcome is a quantitative trait.

2 2
N for Nq, and hSNP for hl,SNP
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S.9 Expected correlation of PGS and PA-FGRS assuming conditional

independence

Under the assumption the that GFGRS and GPGS are statistically independent conditional on the true
genetic value (GL,), their correlation will be the product of their accuracies. We can show this using

the law of total covariance:

n A

— E(COV(GPGS'GpaRslG))+COV(E(GPGSlG)E(GFGR5|G))
\/Var(GPGs)VaF(GFGRS)
 Cov(E(6 l6)E(G50el6))

\/Var(GPGS)Var(GFGRS)

A

corr (GPGS' GFGRS)

COV(GPGS,G) cOv(GFm,G)
Var(G) Var(G)

\/Var(GPGS)Var(GFGRS)

Var(G)

Cov((:‘PGS,G) Cov(éFGRS,G)

\/Var(éPGS)Var((;) \/Var(éFGRS)Var(G)

A A

corr(GPGS, G)corr(GFGRS, G)

(Eq. S17)

. . . 2 Y
Using the using estimates of Rz and narrow-sense heritability, we can also calculate the expected

correlation between estimated genetic values under the assumption of conditional independence as:

A A

corr (GPGS’ GFGRS)

hl

2 2 2 2
R R \/R R
LPGS LFGRS  _ LPGS " LFGRS
= 2,2 - 2 (Eq. 518)
hhy

S.10 On the asymptotic difference between linear predictors and

PA-FGRS

If we again imagine the situation where we are studying a population in which all probands have n

relatives, that are all equally related to each other, with a relatedness coefficient r. and equally

related to the proband with relatedness coefficient rpr.
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. N nrelhlzrzzzrq)(t)z
corr(G, Glinear) = corr(G,D) =

000

2 2
K(1-K)+(n_—1) { { o,(xy,r h)dxdy—K

As shown in S.4, as n., = © this accuracy with approach

22 2
hl r prd) (t) ~ rpr 1

=~

000 r thZ
[, (xy,r h")dxdy— K" T (1+ - )
tt

However the PA-FGRS estimator of G, GPA has a slightly different expected accuracy. First since

A

is an unbiased estimator of G, we have E(G|G_ ) = G_, and by the law of total
PA—FGRS PA PA

covariance we can write,

A A A A A A A 2
Cov(6G,)  Cov(GG,,|G, )+Cov(E(GIG, )EG, |G, )  E@G,) 1
var(G,) var(G, ) varG,)
we then have:
A Cov(G,é ) Var(é ) Var(GA )
corr(G,G - = - = - (Eq. S19)

) = : = A
pA B /Var(GPA)Var(G) B /Var(GPA)Var(G) hl

and by the law of total variance we have:

Var(G,) = Var(E(GID, ) =Var(G) — Var(GD, )

.....

..... n
-

Var(GlD1 N ) is estimated by the PA formula as:

""" rel

O=0-20 (Q '_aoltq 0'1)9
X X xX,X xX,X X, X

X, X,
where Q) is the covariance matrix after conditioning on (k -1) relatives, and () is the covariance after

conditioning on k relatives.

. —1 _* Var(Lk|D1-~Dk)
If we define:6 =1 — Q Q =1 — - . we have:
k XX XX Var(Llelka—l)
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LP(A) (A )2 :

oz \ozy) O
% ¢(4) o 2 h(2) D —0

1= 1-o(4)) ©

t—E(L |D. D)
where A, = £kl

. .
A /Var(Lk|D1'--~Dk_1 )

We can write the expected conditional variance of Gp as:

2

2 2
Cov(G,L ) Cov(G ,L, |D.) Cov(G,L |D_ D )

e — _ p 1 _ p 2 1 _ s _ p n 1 n—1
Var(Gp|D1' ’ Dn) Var(Gp) Var(Ll) 1 Var(LZ|D1) 2 Var(L"|Dl,-~-,D"71) Sn
Similarly, we have:

Cov(G L )Cov(L,L ) Cov(G,L |D )Cov(L,L |D)
\"4 L |\D, - D = v L — p 1 n 1 _ P27 w2 171 _
Co (Gp' nl T n—1) Co (Gp: n) Var(Ll) 51 Var(LZ |D1) 52
_ Cov(Gp,Ln_1 |Dl,--~,Dn_2)Cov(Ln,Ln_1 |D1,~--,Dn_2) s
Var(Ln_1 |D1,«--,Dn_2) n—1

since0 < (Sk <1, Var(Gp|D1, - Dn) and Cov(Gp, Ln |D1 L Dn_l) will both be monotonically
decreasingasn — oo with Cov(Gp, Ln |D1 L Dn_l) — 0. Meaning that in the limit conditioning

on Dn+1 will not affect Var(GilDLm,n ).

Sinceall Cov(G ,L ) = Kr , we can factor out — K’r  from Var(G |[D_, -+, D ) which
p ok L pr L pr p 1 n

becomes:

Cov(LL,)CoV(G, L)

Cov(L,G ) ——————5 | Cov(G L, |D)
Cov(G L )Z 27p Var(L,) 1) P27

- _ P — - (-

VaI‘(Gp|D1, DZ 2t Dn) =Var(G)) Var(L,) 8, Var(L, D) 8, = ()

Cov(L,L,)
2 Cov(G L) T vare) 8,| Cov(G L, D))
= Var(Gp) - hl T Var) 01 Var@, 10y 52 + ()
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. : 2 . 2
And similarly, since all Cov(Lj, Lk) = hl vl F k we can factor out — hl T from

Cov(Gp, Ln |D1, Dz’ -, Dn ) which becomes:

Cov(G,L 1D, D, D ) =

Cov(Lz,L1 )Cov(L",L1 )
Cov(Gp,Ll)Cov(Ln,Ll) Cov(L,L ) —W81 Cov(Gp,L2 D)
Cov(G ,L ) — 5 — — ()=
pon Var(L,) 1 Var(L,|D,) 2

Cov(LZ,L1 )
- Valr(L1 )

2 Cov(GP,Ll) 81) Cov(G]g,L2 |D1)

Cov(Gp, L) —hr_ VarL) 01 Var(,10) §,+ ()
As n_ - o, the Cov(Gp, Ln |D1, Dz’ - Dn ) will approach O:
lim Cov(G,L |D,D,--,D ) =0 =
n— o p n 1 2 n
Cov(Lz,Ll)
. Cov(G L) ( _W51) Cov(G,L,ID,)
lim Cov(Gp, Ln) - Cov(Lj, Lk) Varl) 51 + VarL 10D 82 + ()
n—ow 1 271
which we can rearrange to get:
Cov(Lz,Ll)
. Cov(Gp,Ll) (1 Var(L) 81) COV(Gp'Lz |D1) C Cov(G ,Ln)
nlgnoo Vard) 1 Var(, 1D,) 0, + () |= _p_Cov(L],,Lk) (Eq.21)
inserting this into (Eq. S20), gives us:
lim Var(Gp|D1,---, Dn ) = Var(Gp) - Cov(Gp, Lk) CoviL L)

n— oo

and thus

(hr )2 Bor
1 cos — pr —
lim Var(E(G |D,,~ D, )) = —

r
n— o L rr rr
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giving the asymptotic accuracy of:

A hzr
. — | pr
lim corr(Gp, GPA) e

—_TL

. .
n— o r h Afr
s T

S.11 [Exact estimator for PA-FGRS accuracy

While this gives the asymptote, we can also derive the expected accuracy for of the PA-FGRS, starting

with Eq.S6, we have:

A _ Var(ém)
corr(G, GPA) = >

hl

We can obtain the the expected variance of GPA given number of relatives n . prevalence K and the

variance-covariance matrix, X, for the random vector of lilities le, L1’ TR Ln ], If d denotes the set
rel

ofm = Zn"” possible configurations of the vector D, éPAwiII be discrete mixture distribution:
. m
G, ~ Elp (D =d,3, K)E (G|D =d,z, K)
and
Var(G 5 ?
ar(G,) = El(P (0 =d,5KE(GID = d,5 k) )

rel

n
However, if n. is large, numerical integration of them =2 ™ , n. -variate normal distributions will

quickly become infeasible. E.g. with n., = 20 relativesm = 220 = 1048 576. However, if all

Cov(G, Lk) = hzrm and all Cov(Lj, Lk) = hzrrr ;J # k. The probability mass function can be

written as a simpler mixture distribution:

n n n
rel rel rel
rel
~ —P D =n n ,LKIE|G D =n
Z n Z ] aff’ rel! = | Z ]
naff=0 af f j=1 j=1

A

%K

n
PA aff’ rel’

which has a variance of:
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A nrel n nrel nrel 2
— —lel — —
Var(G,,) = ) z=0 P j§1 D=n_,n %KE G|j§1 D=n_.n %K
aff
where
nrel uluZ unrel
PIYD=n_,n ,5K|l=[[- 0,,0], &
j§1 J naff M el ll{ lf ¢nrez([ ] )

rel

in which X' is the variance-covariance matrix for the random vector of liabilities in the relatives

affected relatives. Inserting this into equation Eq.S19 we get:

n
rel
’ (G | 2 D=y 2K

Mot n el
rel
P D= ,n_ LK
Z nuff '§1 Jj naff nrel

J

corr(G,G (Eq. S22)

[L I Ln l, li and u are — o and t for the number of unaffected and t and oo for the number of
rel
PA) = h2

uu u

1
Z)
12 1

Using numerical estimates of [ [+ [ c])n ([0, -+, 0], Z' ) and estimating
11 l rel
12 n.,

rel
E\GIE D =n,

n . %, K| by the PA-FGRS estimator, we can compute the expected accuracy.
j=1

ff

Supplementary Figure S15 shows the empirical accuracies of a linear estimator Glinear, the GPA and

the expected accuracies as estimated by (Eq. S18).
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